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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Juan Rodriguez pled guilty to felony driving under the influence of alcohol (“DUI”).
After serving a successful period of retained jurisdiction and being placed on probation, he filed
a motion with the district court asserting that the driver’s license suspension portion of his
sentence was illegal. In denying that motion, the district court ruled for the first time that the
previously-imposed license suspension in this case was consecutive to the license suspension in a
prior unrelated case.

The court reasoned that because the license suspension term of the

judgment of conviction in this case was silent as to whether it was concurrent with, or
consecutive to, the suspension in the prior case, it was necessarily consecutive. Mr. Rodriguez
appealed, asserting that the district court erred in retrospectively ruling that the license
suspension in this case is consecutive to the license suspension in the prior case.
The State argues in response that, regardless of the propriety of the district court’s
rationale in reaching its conclusion and the very real risk that the errors in the district court’s
ruling will have ongoing consequences, since the end result was correct, this Court should now
affirm the district court’s order denying Mr. Rodriguez’s motion to correct an illegal sentence.
(Resp. Br., pp.6-7.) This Reply Brief explains why the Court should reject the State’s argument.

Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings
Mr. Rodriguez detailed the factual and procedural histories of this case in his Appellant’s
Brief. They are not repeated here, except where necessary to respond to the State’s arguments.

1

ISSUE
Did the district court err in ruling that when a judgment of conviction is silent as to whether a
driver’s license suspension under Idaho Code § 18-8005 is consecutive to, or concurrent with,
suspensions from prior cases, that suspension is deemed to be consecutive?

2

ARGUMENT
The District Court Erred In Ruling That When A Judgment Of Conviction Is Silent As To
Whether A Driver’s License Suspension Under Idaho Code § 18-8005 Is Consecutive To, Or
Concurrent With, Suspensions From Prior Cases, That Suspension Is Deemed To Be
Consecutive
Mr. Rodriguez acknowledges that his pro se motion to correct an illegal sentence is a
challenging read, but he contends it argued “the district court’s recitation of the terms of the
driver’s license suspension in its order suspending his sentence and placing him on probation
rendered the sentence illegal insofar as it failed to give him credit against the license suspension
for the time he spent in prison during his rider.” (App. Br., p.2 (citing R., pp.62-68).) The State
does not contest this characterization of Mr. Rodriguez’s motion. (See generally Resp. Br.)
Unfortunately, however, the district court misconstrued the pro se motion as a challenge
to the aggregate length of the driver’s license suspensions, assuming the license suspension in
this case was consecutive to the suspension in Mr. Rodriguez’s prior case:
From what the Court can garner of Defendant’s confusing argument, Defendant
requests the Court correct his driver’s license suspension to not run beyond ﬁve
years. Apparently, Defendant’s driver’s license is suspended beyond ﬁve years as
a result of a driver’s license suspension imposed in this case and another case,
Ada County Case Number CR-FE-2014-14732.
(R., p.82.)1

The State does not dispute Mr. Rodriguez’s contention that the district court

misunderstood the argument presented in his motion. (See generally Resp. Br.)
Based on its misunderstanding of Mr. Rodriguez’s argument as relating to the supposedly
“consecutive” nature of his license suspension, the district court went on to rule that those license
suspensions were correctly construed as consecutive because, “Neither Judgment provided that
the driver’s license suspensions were to run concurrent[ly].” (R., p.84.) This is incorrect on

1

At no point did Mr. Rodriguez suggest he believed his license suspension in this case was
consecutive to that in the other case. (See R., pp.62-68.)
3

multiple levels. Thus, Mr. Rodriguez challenges the district court’s after-the-fact designation of
the license suspension in this case as being consecutive to the license suspension in the prior
case. (See generally App. Br.) The State makes no effort to defend the district court’s ruling
that the license suspensions are consecutive, much less the rationale behind that conclusion. (See
generally Resp. Br.)
The State’s only argument is one of “no harm, no foul.” It asks this Court to do for the
first time what it thinks the district court should have done below; it asks this Court to address
the motion Mr. Rodriguez actually made, and to rule against him on the merits. (See generally
Resp. Br.) Specifically, it argues this Court should evaluate Mr. Rodriguez’s argument and hold
that the license suspension portion of his sentence is not illegal from the face of the record, and
on that basis affirm the district court’s order. (Resp. Br., pp.5-7.) However, the State’s request
for the Court to ignore the district court’s ruling is problematic under the unique circumstances
of this case.
Assuming arguendo that the district court stumbled into the correct result, the fact
remains that its decision is incorrectly reasoned and, worse, retroactively made Mr. Rodriguez’s
license suspensions consecutive. (See R., pp.82-84.) Thus, not only did the district court deny
Mr. Rodriguez’s motion for the wrong reason (see App. Br., pp.7-8), but it effectively lengthened
the license suspension portion of his sentence. As argued in Mr. Rodriguez’s Appellant’s Brief,
such a retroactive sentence increase is impermissible. (See App. Br., pp.8-9.) Further, by
making the license suspensions consecutive, the district court made the license suspension
provision illegal since, as argued in Mr. Rodriguez’s Appellant’s Brief, the relevant statutory
scheme does not permit for consecutive license suspensions. (See App. Br., pp.6-7.)

4

Under these circumstances, the last thing this Court should do is affirm the district
court’s order. To do so would be to put this Court’s imprimatur on the district court’s flawed
reasoning and its retroactive increase of Mr. Rodriguez’s sentence. Thus, even if this Court
agrees with the State’s analysis and concludes that Mr. Rodriguez’s motion lacked merit from
the outset, it should nevertheless vacate the district court’s order and remand the case to the
district court for a proper ruling on the claim presented.

CONCLUSION
Mr. Rodriguez respectfully requests that this Court vacate the district court’s order
denying his motion to correct an illegal sentence and remand his case for further proceedings.
DATED this 18th day of December, 2020.

/s/ Erik R. Lehtinen
ERIK R. LEHTINEN
Chief, Appellate Unit
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